Among the proposed remedies in the Microsoft case are structural remedies that would create competition in operating systems for personal computers. One criticism that has been raised against such remedies is that they would lead to "fragmentation" of the Windows standard. According to this critique, the remedy would lead to a number of radically different and incompatible operating systems. As a result, it would impose expensive porting costs on applications developers, leading to higher costs and less product variety for consumers. This paper examines the "fragmentation" hypothesis and concludes that fears of fragmentation and high porting costs resulting from Windows competition are unwarranted. The competing operating systems created by an effective structural remedy will start from the same code base and run on the same hardware platform, thereby reducing porting costs. In addition, the operating systems competitors will have the incentive to maintain both backward compatibility and compatibility with each other, which will serve to reduce porting costs. Finally, porting costs can be reduced further by cooperation among the operating systems competitors. The cost of porting from one operating system to another will be far smaller than from the Windows operating system running on an Intel microprocessor to a new operating system running on a different microprocessor.
One criticism of a structural remedy that creates operating system competition is that the competition might quickly "fragment" the operating system standard into a number of radically different and incompatible systems. Under these conditions, it is argued, applications developers would have to perform expensive "ports," or rewrites, of their software in order to make their existing applications work with these incompatible operating systems. 4 Users of the new operating systems would have to pay the extra cost of the new, ported applications. The critics thus conclude that a breakup of Microsoft's Windows business is undesirable because it could injure applications developers and result in higher applications prices.
Indeed, the preference that some commentators have expressed for a line-ofbusiness divestiture (rather than one that would create operating system competition) appears to flow from a concern that such competition would lead to a fragmentation of the Windows standard. The line-of-business divestiture does not create competition.
Because the fear of fragmentation is unwarranted, as we explain in this paper, the lineof-business divesture remedy loses appeal.
In fact, this fragmentation criticism actually amounts to an attack of any remedy that causes operating system competition. It is competition, not the structural remedy, that allegedly leads to fragmentation. The fragmentation criticism also applies equally to the entry of competitors like Linux and the Palm OS, two of the operating systems that claims are to be believed, these alternative operating systems will never become viable competitors. The costs of porting would deter most applications developers from supporting these operating systems.
This fragmentation criticism assumes that operating systems competition must involve incompatible standards. This point may well be relevant to new operating system competitors like Linux that attempt to compete with a dominant Microsoft
Windows. However, the fragmentation criticism does not apply to the hybrid structural remedy. This is because the hybrid structural remedy creates rival, compatible versions of Windows. As a result, porting costs would be minimal under this remedy. At the same time, the remedy would create price and quality competition. Consumers and
OEMs would gain the ability to easily switch to an alternative brand of Windows operating system if one brand is too expensive or failure-prone. Applications developers would no longer operate in fear of a dominant Windows monopolist.
The critics who oppose a structural remedy that creates real operating system competition out of a fear of operating system fragmentation assume that the individual WinCos would be economically irrational. The new Windows competitors will begin with totally compatible products. Although the new Windows companies subsequently could choose to drastically deviate from this standard and create highly incompatible products, they are unlikely to do so. There exists an enormous installed base of Windows-compatible applications and system software programs. Consumers benefit from significant network economies arising from the large installed bases of existing applications. Consumers who switch to an incompatible operating system would lose many of these benefits. Switching to a highly incompatible operating system would involve scrapping this substantial investment and incurring the cost of replacing all of these applications with new versions. Given these costs, consumers would resist adopting a radically different desktop operating system. 5 If one of the WinCos drastically deviated from the Windows standard, it would risk financial ruin, because consumers might not be willing to suffer the costs of transition. In contrast, a WinCo that adheres to prior standards would stand to gain additional sales. For similar reasons, each of the WinCos would have incentives over the longer term to create new features while retaining a high degree of compatibility with competitors' versions. As a result, porting costs will remain low.
Fragmentation and porting costs are unlikely to be significant social costs of a structural remedy that creates Windows competition. At the time of the division of the Windows entity, the competing versions of Windows will be perfectly compatible. This means that there will be no porting costs at all initially. Over time, the WinCos will differentiate themselves to some extent, but the resulting porting costs will be minor for a number of reasons. First, the companies all will have strong incentives to remain backward compatible with earlier versions of Windows, which will reduce the scope for incompatibility with each other. Second, because consumers and applications developers value compatibility, the WinCos will have incentives to remain compatible with each other. Unlike the current system, where the Windows monopolist cannot be punished by the market for being incompatible with its much smaller rivals, one of three WinCos likely would be severely punished by applications developers and users if it 5 Of course, were consumers to be confronted with the opportunity to switch to an operating system that was so highly superior to justify sustaining the costs of switching, the resulting "fragmentation" would be a good thing. created a significantly incompatible version. This would also reduce the likelihood of "tipping" back to a monopoly. Third, porting costs also will remain modest because the programs will be starting out from the same code base and run on the same Intelcompatible hardware platform. Combined with the companies' incentives to maintain backward compatibility, this common starting point would lead to far lower porting costs than would occur for porting between the Windows and the Macintosh OS. Fourth, the WinCos will have the ability as well as the incentive to cooperate to reduce porting costs. The antitrust laws would not prevent this type of cooperation. For all these reasons, the fragmentation critique is much overstated.
The remainder of this article is organized as follows. Section II briefly reviews the economics of switching costs and network effects. Section III explains why significant porting costs will not arise from a structural remedy that creates operating systems competition. We explain why the competing WinCos will sell compatible operating systems in the short run, and why they will have strong incentives in the longer run to maintain cross-platform and backward compatibility, greatly reducing and minimizing porting costs. We discuss why the competitors' common code base and hardware platform will minimize porting costs. We also explain how cooperative efforts in the industry can work to minimize porting costs. Section IV assesses the claims made by proponents of the fragmentation hypothesis and explains why they are not valid.
Section V sets forth the benefits of establishing competition in operating systems, and explains why these benefits are likely to outweigh any increase in porting costs. Section VI concludes that fears of fragmentation and high porting costs are unwarranted. Significant deviations from a common basic standard can substantially reduce these benefits, and can hinder the ability of an operating system competitor to succeed.
II. NETWORK EFFECTS AND SWITCHING COSTS
This can occur even when the alternative operating system might otherwise be preferred. For example, the Apple Macintosh OS is incompatible with inexpensive and ubiquitous Intel-based hardware. Because of the larger installed base of PC users and the broader range of PC software, the Mac OS has been relegated to niche market status. These same considerations will slow the growth of other new operating systems that attempt to compete with Windows.
B. Switching Costs
Computer users that have committed to an operating system standard will invest in applications tailored specifically to that system. The user also invests time and money on training that is specific to the operating system and its compatible applications. Windows has benefited from these user investments.
Unless a new operating system is significantly superior to Windows, a user would be unlikely to be willing to switch to it. The user would have to bear the cost of replacing all of his or her existing applications and the costs of retraining. These costs could amount to hundreds or even thousands of dollars. In addition, some desired applications may not even exist for the new operating system platform, because applications developers would be reluctant to bear the risk of investing in support for a new incompatible operating system with a small installed base. The user also would
give up the benefits of being part of a large network of users of compatible systems.
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As a result, new operating system entrants face significant barriers to entry, barriers that can be increased much further by the exclusionary conduct of a monopolist like Microsoft.
III. ANALYSIS OF FRAGMENTATION AND PORTING COSTS
Suppose that the court mandates the hybrid structural remedy in order to establish operating systems competition among independent Windows competitors. In the short run, there will be no porting costs because the competing operating systems will be identical. Because of these network effects and switching costs, high porting costs also are not a serious concern in the longer run. In the longer run, the WinCos will have strong incentives to maintain compatibility. First, they have incentives to retain backward compatibility to take advantage of the large installed base of Windows users and the applications that run on Windows. Second, the WinCos have incentives to maintain compatibility with each other going forward in order to minimize any porting costs that might prevent consumers from adopting their particular operating system.
Third, because each WinCo starts with a common code base, and because each runs on the same Intel-compatible hardware, porting costs also are reduced. Finally, supplementary cooperative efforts among the WinCos and other industry participants to set standards may also minimize porting costs.
A. No Short Run Porting Costs
In his discussion of operating systems fragmentation, Professor Liebowitz assumes that the operating systems of the various WinCos would be incompatible with one another, requiring applications developers to extensively rewrite their programs to run on the new platforms. 13 This assumption is contrary to the fundamental logic of a hybrid structural remedy that divides Microsoft into competing operating system companies. That structural remedy would provide each WinCo with full rights to the Windows source code, applications interfaces, and user interfaces. Because each operating systems competitor would start with the ability to market a fully compatible 13 Liebowitz, supra at n. 4.
version of the Windows operating systems, porting costs would not be an issue at the time of the breakup.
During this initial period, the competitive weapons available to each operating system competitor would be lower prices and better customer service to consumers and
OEMs. The competing WinCos also could rapidly compete by eliminating software defects. Elimination of operating system "bugs" would allow existing applications to more reliably work in concert with the operating system, rendering these more compatible. As a result, applications developers would incur reduced costs of developing workarounds or fixes for their own software to compensate for operating system deficiencies and would benefit from reduced costs of fielding customers' technical support calls. A WinCo might facilitate these fixes by disclosing APIs and the source code relevant to the problem. The WinCos also might compete by giving OEMs the ability to customize opening screens.
B. Longer Term Incentives and Ability to Maintain Compatibility
The claim that a structural remedy will create significant porting costs relies on the erroneous assumption that the new Windows competitors will create and successfully market highly incompatible operating systems. This assumption is contrary to the logic of network externalities and switching costs. These characteristics of the operating systems market will give the WinCos strong incentives to remain highly compatible.
Incentives to Retain Backward Compatibility
The Windows competitors created by the hybrid structural remedy would not have the incentive to alter their versions of Windows to the point where consumers are unable to run the installed base of existing applications. This is because such a strategy would create considerable costs and inconvenience for users, application developers, and the WinCos themselves. As a result, the market would severely punish a WinCo that was not backward compatible. Because the remedy creates competition among a number of WinCos, such punishment would be possible.
Backward compatibility, on the other hand, will significantly reduce porting costs for applications developers.
Consumers prefer operating systems that afford them access to a large pool of existing applications and relevant information. 14 Consumers would lose this benefit and incur the costs of new applications and training if they moved to an operating system that was incompatible with these APIs. Any operating system competitor that chooses to be incompatible with these APIs would face the difficult, expensive, and time consuming task of convincing a significant portion of the installed base of Windows applications users to replace their existing applications and forego the benefits of remaining with an established standard.
14 As Judge Jackson notes, Consumer interest in a PC operating system derives primarily from the ability of that system to run applications. The consumer wants an operating system that runs not only types of applications that he knows he will want to use, but also those types in which he might develop an interest later. Also, the consumer knows that if he chooses an operating system with enough demand to support multiple applications in each product category, he will be less likely to find himself straitened later by having to use an application whose features disappoint him. Finally, the average user knows that, generally speaking, applications improve through successive versions. He thus wants an operating system for which successive generations of his favorite applications will be released -promptly at that. The fact that a vastly larger number of applications are written for Windows than for other PC operating systems attracts consumers to Windows, because it reassures them that their interests will be met as long as they use Microsoft's product. 16 Sometimes Unix is cited as an example of what would happen to the personal computer industry if a structural remedy were imposed. However, there are significant differences that make Unix a poor comparison. Windows today has hundreds of millions of users, and tens of thousands of commercial applications written to work only under Windows. A Windows user who switches to an incompatible operating system would all at once lose access to this large network of users, information, and applications, and would have to spend considerable sums to obtain access to an inferior network. As a result, Windows users would be highly resistant to the idea of switching to an incompatible operating system. The Unix world, in contrast, does not, and never has had, a monolithic commercial set of technical compatibility standards. Historically, Unix systems from different vendors have been made up of computers with mutually incompatible hardware architectures, for which each vendor tailored its particular "flavor" of Unix. 17 Judge Jackson cites the historical record to make this point:
IBM's inability to gain widespread developer support for its OS/2 Warp operating system illustrates how the massive Windows installed base makes it prohibitively costly for a rival operating system to attract enough developer support to challenge Windows. In late 1994, IBM introduced its Intel-compatible OS/2 Warp operating system and spent tens of millions of dollars in an effort to attract ISVs to develop applications for OS/2 and in an attempt to reverse-engineer, or "clone," part of the Windows API set. Despite these efforts, IBM could obtain neither significant market share nor ISV support for OS/2 Warp. Thus, although at its peak OS/2 ran approximately 2,500 applications and had 10% of the market for Intel-compatible PC operating systems, IBM ultimately determined that the applications barrier prevented effective competition against Windows 95. For that reason, in 1996 IBM stopped trying to convince ISVs to write for OS/2 Warp. IBM now targets the product at a market niche, namely enterprise customers (mainly banks) that are interested in particular types of application that run on OS/2 Warp. The fact that IBM no longer tries to compete with Windows is evidenced by the fact that it prices OS/2 Warp at about two-and-one-half times the price of Windows 98. (Microsoft Findings of Fact, at ¶ 46.) 18 According to Judge Jackson, manufacturers were able to choose among operating systems suppliers, they would insist on operating system characteristics that consumers want, including compatibility with existing Windows applications.
OEMs stand to lose in two ways from preloading a Windows-incompatible operating system in the PCs they sell. First, the OEMs would bear significant support costs when buyers discover that the applications they already own do not work on their new PCs. Second, large numbers of consumers might refuse to purchase such computers at all, because they would understand that they would have to endure the costs of new applications and training in order to be productive with these machines.
In contrast, operating system development strategies that retain backward compatibility with the pre-remedy versions of Windows would better match the preferences of consumers, OEMs, applications developers, and the new operating system competitors. Consumers would continue to gain from access to the largest pool of compatible applications and information. OEMs would avoid consumer complaints and support costs. Applications developers would profit by avoiding porting costs.
OEMs are the most important direct customers for operating systems for Intel-compatible PCs. Because competition among OEMs is intense, they pay particularly close attention to consumer demand. OEMs are thus not only important customers in their own right, they are also surrogates for consumers in identifying reasonably-available commercial alternatives to Windows. Without significant exception, all OEMs pre-install Windows on the vast majority of PCs that they sell, and they uniformly are of a mind that there exists no commercially viable alternative to which they could switch in response to a substantial and sustained price increase or its equivalent by Microsoft. Operating system vendors subject to such market constraints can nevertheless engage in quality competition by improving and differentiating their products over time.
This would be accomplished by eliminating bugs, increasing speed and reducing susceptibility to crashes, and adding new features and APIs to the base Windows operating system while retaining the existing Windows APIs. 19 Because each system remains fully compatible with applications written to the common Windows APIs, such differentiation would not create such significant differences to force applications developers to incur large porting costs. 20 In fact, since developers have the option of writing to the pre-existing APIs, they are not forced to incur any porting costs. This differentiation also would continue to allow pre-existing applications to run on the new operating systems.
smaller than the costs of porting these applications to support an entirely different operating system. Moreover, applications code changes that take advantage of the new operating system features constitute genuine improvements. 22 In addition, as we discuss, the WinCos will have incentives to minimize porting costs as the process occurs.
Incentives to Maintain Compatibility and Minimize Porting Costs
Because each of the new operating system companies will have powerful competitive reasons to maintain compatibility with the installed base of applications, they also will have incentives to maintain a high degree of compatibility with each other.
Because of their similar code bases, maintaining compatibility will not be difficult. This will tend to minimize porting costs over time.
In the current marketplace, Microsoft controls the dominant operating system.
Applications developers wishing to sell to the mass market have no choice but to maintain compatibility with Windows. If Microsoft makes changes to its operating system, developers must follow and support that change. Thus, there are no constraints forcing Microsoft to maintain compatibility with other operating systems.
The situation facing the competing WinCos will be much different. None of them will be dominant. Customers and developers will have a choice. Thus, if one of the 22 It is inappropriate to view the costs of these improvements as inefficient porting costs being foisted on consumers and applications developers by antitrust law. Instead, they are the costs of supporting beneficial improvements to Windows. Furthermore, earlier versions of the applications would continue to work as before. Providing applications developers with the opportunity to take advantage of entirely new functionality is very different from forcing applications vendors to rewrite their applications to accommodate changes in the interfaces that allow access to existing functions. The competitive pressure to take advantage of opportunities for such product improvement benefits consumers because it leads to the development of superior applications that better satisfy consumer wants. New applications that employ the extensions introduced by A or B are not automatically fully incompatible with the other operating systems. However, applications developers can maintain cross-platform compatibility by writing the installation routines of their applications so that they detect which version of Windows is running. The installation program then could load application components that support the appropriate enhanced operating system, or could configure the application to run using only the common API subset (in our example, those of system C). This would allow the application to run on all three of the operating systems. customers. The ultimate effect of such efforts to expand the extent of cross-operatingsystem compatibility will be to expand the "core" Windows standard itself.
Such technological growth within the Windows standard likely would occur at least as rapidly as under the Microsoft monopoly and clearly would be more responsive to the desires of applications developers, consumers, and OEMs. This is because the changes to the Windows standard would be propelled by the forces of competition rather than by the decisions of a monopolist bent on maintaining its monopoly with exclusionary conduct. At the same time, developers could avoid incremental development and marketing costs by designing applications that use only the common, industry-standard Windows APIs.
Common Code Base and Hardware Platform
These porting costs also would be modest because all the WinCos would be starting from the same code base and hardware platform. The common code and programming protocols would make it easier and cheaper for applications developers to do any rewriting of the code that might be necessary. In addition, porting costs are lowered because all the WinCo operating systems are designed to run on the same 
Supplementary Cooperative Efforts to Minimize Porting Costs
The new operating systems competitors also may cooperate to maintain compatibility. Such supplementary cooperation may take the form of a formal standardsetting process, administered by either an impartial industry group or a computer 23 Even Professor Liebowitz acknowleges this point, stating that "the difference between the Macintosh and Windows will undoubtedly be greater than the differences between the various flavors of Windows, overstating the porting costs." Liebowitz, supra note 4 at 5.
industry group consisting of interested applications, operating systems, and hardware producers. 24 Such a group may formally adopt existing improvements to the Windows standard as "industry standard," making the relevant APIs available to all market participants, or may go further by working to create and implement new Windowsstandard APIs and functionality by consensus.
Professor Liebowitz suggests that antitrust laws would prevent the WinCo competitors from cooperating to minimize porting costs. 25 This view is mistaken. The large number of software industry standards bodies demonstrates that it is possible to coordinate industry standards among software competitors without running afoul of the antitrust laws. Indeed, the AT&T decree required cooperative standard setting.
26
With a small number of WinCo competitors, a formal standards body might be unnecessary to coordinate this standard-setting and exchanges of technical information.
The new companies may, for example, cooperate with each other and with specialists in cross-platform compatibility technologies to adopt common API standards or to create "bridges" that allow their operating systems to run code written to take advantage of competitors' proprietary extensions. Bridging technologies could also be developed in order to mitigate the effects of whatever minor incompatibilities that might arise. 24 This occurs in the industry today. For example, Internet standards --such as HTTP, XML, and SSL --are developed and/or overseen by groups such as the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) and the World Wide Web Consortium (W3C). 25 Liebowitz at 7. 26 The AT&T decree required the divested companies to fund the Bellcore organization in part to "set the standards which will permit telecommunications to continue to operate in an engineering sense as one national network," and thus to serve as "an important check against deterioration and fragmentation of the existing telephone system." United States v. Western Electric Co., 569 F. Supp.1057 Supp. , 1118 Supp. (D.D.C. 1983 ).
IV. PROFESSOR LIEBOWITZ'S OVERSTATED PORTING COSTS
Professor Liebowitz argues that porting costs would be quite large. However, his estimates are based on invalid assumptions that lead them to be biased upwards. He also ignores the benefits to consumers, OEMs and applications developers of operating system competition.
A. Invalid Assumptions
Professor Liebowitz claims that applications producers would be subjected to considerable costs of porting as the result of a structural remedy that creates operating system competition. His empirical support of these claims is quite weak. Much of his discussion is anecdotal in nature, referring to a small survey of software producers and press reports regarding very different porting situations. In fact, Professor Liebowitz concedes that his survey data could not be used to predict "with any great precision what the actual costs of porting will be." 27 Professor Liebowitz's references are not applicable to the hybrid structural remedy for several reasons. First, these references deal with operating systems that have much smaller installed bases of applications and users, such as the Linux and Apple
Macintosh operating systems. As described above, a major reason why the Windows standard would not become fragmented is the large scale of its installed base. Second, the costs of porting between different versions of Windows will be far smaller than the 27 Liebowitz at 7. One reason why these estimates are unreliable is the small number of respondents. Given the different software businesses engaged in by his interview respondents, it is impossible to judge whether their estimates were representative of the beliefs of the industry as a whole. Professor Liebowitz also does not reveal the questions put to his interviewees. Professor Liebowitz instead assumes that the new operating system competitors will opt out of the Windows standard, forcing consumers to jettison their existing investments in applications software and coercing applications developers to rewrite their products. In reality, the costs of switching and the benefits of network effects create tremendous incentives for consumers to prefer a compatible operating system and for the new operating system companies to retain compatibility with the installed base and each other. Therefore, such conduct by competing WinCos would be contrary to their own incentives as well as the interests of consumers, OEMs and developers.
V. BENEFITS OF COMPETITION VERSUS PORTING COSTS
As we have discussed, each Windows operating system competitor will have strong incentives to maintain a high degree of compatibility with the installed base of different improvements to the OS as they each try to increase market share. DOJ oversight will prevent them from colluding or coordinating their behavior, and the products will grow in different directions. Moreover, this differentiation would come in the form of features and extensions targeted to certain classes of users (e.g., business users, game players, graphics professionals, and so forth)."
32 See Section III.B.2, supra.
applications and with each other. This means that applications developers will not be put in the position of having to bear high porting costs to support the operating systems offered by the WinCos. Applications developers may elect to improve their products by incrementally adapting their applications to suit the proprietary extensions of individual operating systems. However, the costs of these incremental adaptations clearly would be far smaller than those required to port an entire application's code to an entirely alien operating system.
These changes also will benefit users by providing variety and improvements that users value. Professor Liebowitz' attack on the structural remedy is really a more general assault against competition in software markets. Our view is rather different.
Competition gives consumers increased choices and spurs innovation. The competition made possible by a structural remedy also would result in lower operating system prices, increased operating systems output, and increased sales of personal computers.
Compared with the prospect of such gains to society, the issue of these minor porting costs pales in insignificance.
From this perspective, it makes no sense to argue that a structural remedy should be avoided in the Microsoft case because of concerns related to the fragmentation of the Windows standard. As Judge Jackson detailed in his Findings of Fact, Microsoft pursued a variety of anticompetitive exclusionary conduct with the express purpose and effect of protecting its operating systems monopoly. Given the network-related advantages that it enjoyed while it anticompetitively sought to neutralize Netscape and the competitive threat posed by new technologies such as Java, it is clear that the intent and effect of Microsoft's conduct has been to destroy competition and competitors whenever their new technologies or business models suggest a potential long-term threat to Microsoft's market dominance. A structural remedy that creates Windows competitors would eliminate the ability of any one Windows company to continue to distort the progress and competitiveness of the computer industry in this way.
Over time, the competitive Windows companies might differentiate their products to some extent at the margin, leading some consumers to alter their choices and bear some switching costs. It also might create some minor porting costs for applications developers. However, the costs to society of this will be minimal. In contrast, the elimination of the costs of today's Microsoft monopoly would benefit society greatly.
VI. CONCLUSIONS
We have explained why fears of fragmentation and high porting costs resulting from Windows competition are unwarranted. The competing operating systems created by the structural remedy will start from the same code base and run on the same hardware platform, thereby reducing porting costs. In addition, the WinCos will have the incentive to maintain backward compatibility and compatibility with each other, which will serve to minimize porting costs. Finally, porting costs can be reduced further by cooperation among the WinCos. The cost of porting from one WinCo to another will be far smaller than from the Windows operating system running on an Intel microprocessor to a new operating system (such as the MacIntosh) running on a different microprocessor. Meanwhile consumers and applications developers will benefit from real operating systems competition.
Finally, it is also important to note that the argument that increased competition is bad is antithetical to the premises of the antitrust laws, which rely on competition, not entrenched monopoly, to constrain prices and spark innovation that benefits consumers.
As stated by the Supreme Court, the antitrust laws have "foreclose [d] the argument that because of the special characteristics of a particular industry, monopolistic arrangements will better promote trade and commerce than competition." 33 In this regard, the fragmentation critique of operating system competition amounts to a "frontal assault on the basic policy of the Sherman Act." 34 Under the antitrust laws, the market, not a monopolist, should decide whether the benefits of price and quality competition are more attractive than the carefully rationed future planned by a monopolist. 34 Id. at 680. 35 As Professors Areeda and Hovencamp put it, "the compatibility problem is less in the case of nondominant firms developing a common software code than in the case of the dominant firm," because a "nondominant firm has every incentive to maintain compatibility" to prevent the "immediate loss of sales" that "departing from the standard entails." Areeda & Hovenkamp, Antitrust Law, ¶ 704.3, at 214 (1999 supp.) .
